correlates with the technical development of the means of production (camera and sound gear, laboratories, dubbing theatre, etc.), in the manner that T. W. Adorno once described, in another context, as analogical affinity. The technology has changed, so that recent examples of films shot on digital video with non-professional actors telling contemporary stories look and sound very different from those early black-and-white films by the Italians, or a few years later in Brazil, by Pereira dos Santos. What they seem to share, nonetheless, is a commitment to the portrayal of contemporary everyday reality over and against the contrivance of the superficial worlds created for the screen by industrial cinema.
The same commitment is found in films from every continent. Looking at it from our early twenty-first-century perspective, the pull of neorealism is not just one of the central currents of Latin American cinema but of world cinema. Recent examples have come from China as well as Argentina, and the 1990s brought us, if the term is allowable, the neo-neorealism of cinemas such as that of Iran, and in Britain, the persistence of an aesthetic among directors Ken Loach, Mike Leigh, or from a younger generation, Michael Winterbottom, which remains close to neorealism. In this context, the example of Abbas Kiarostami in particular presents us with another crucial and shared predilection: an experimental approach to cinema, both fiction and documentary, and the way that they mix and cross over.
Orthodox film histories generally perceive experimentalism as a marginal, avant-garde affair, the concern of an intellectual and artistic elite. What this misses is the historical experience of the unique artistic form that is cinema. Fredric Jameson has observed that the history of cinema recapitulated in less than a century the stages of cultural development corresponding to the evolution of capitalism over hundreds of years, from cottage industry to global corporation.
1 By the same token, it also recapitulated an aesthetic trajectory of even longer duration, from crude and cursory beginnings to sustained and complex forms, which in the case of every previous artistic medium is lost in the fogs of history. In other words, for the first time in recorded history, we find ourselves able to trace the creation of a new art form from gestation to maturity. Such rapid evolution depended on a marriage of convenience between capital and aesthetic experiment. The medium demanded it. The condition for the evolution of film language from its simple origins to its capacity for sustained narrative was that filmmaking should become a problem-solving activity, where in the course of the inevitable process of trial and error, successful innovations are incorporated into the mainstream. This is what happened with Italian neorealism. But beyond the aesthetically narrow confines of industrial cinema, this is still going on, and Kiarostami is one of its exemplary figures.
On this reading, industrial cinema-what Fernando Solanas and Octavio Getino famously called "first cinema"-partly consists in taming and commodifying the experimental approach, fixing it within genres and by means of the star system.
2 (There is of course plenty of first cinema in Latin
